Addendum 


With amusement we have taken note of the various kneejerk reactions to our small article. We don’t 
think it necessary to extensively comment on the expected complaints, like those concerning our 
tone. The horror about the dull customs of disinterested pontification being broken! Supposed 
communists are astonished. 


Yet, there are two matters we will reply to. The first constitutes either a misunderstanding or a 
deliberate imputation regarding the purpose of our text. It is exemplarily implied in this tweet by 
Radical Reprints: 


“The translation is being removed alongside a few others that don’t live up to high standards 
and Dialogue with Stalin is being pulled from print. This could have been solved by DM.” 


We do not mean to provide constructive criticism for people that actively engage in turning 
communism into a commodity. There is no common ground here. We are not on the same side. In 
case we haven’t made it clear enough - what we criticise is the entire small business in full display 
here, not any particular translation. 


This is not, as we have already emphasised, a private matter to be settled privately. The problem is 
not that our translation is used as such. The group n+1 has published translations done by us on their 
website without asking us beforehand, and we have no major qualms with that, seeing as they seem 
genuinely committed to the political cause of the proletariat. If a communist party worthy of the 
name were to go as far as sell our efforts to finance their operation, we would not bat an eye. This is 
something entirely different. Hence, we don’t care for having caused Radical Reprints’ business the 
inconvenience of having to publicly reply to us. 


“The only thing we will say on this 'drama' without trying to draw attention away from theory 
accessibility is we are a few unemployed young adults who don't make a living off of this. 
Making theory accessible is the point, whether the nurse is wet or not is irrelevant.” 


As for “making theory accessible”, we do not see how this is accomplished by putting a price tag on 
it, irrespective of whether it is high or low. They sound like any other company touting how their 
cheap wares benefit mankind. All texts published by Radical Reprints are already freely accessible 
online. As we have already established, these publishers themselves do not care about the content of 
the "theories" they want to "make accessible" at all. If they did, they would not be doing what they 
are doing. 


We would like to note that the issue of what happens to the money made is still not clarified here. 
On their Patreon, we read: 


“all of these proceeds go to mutual aid funds we see every month” 


These funds are not specified, and there is no proof that this does take place. Radical Reprints are 
supposed to be unemployed students who apparently run a publishing company “at a loss”. We're at 
a loss on how this even adds up. According to a Q&A session on their Instagram, it did add up to 
about 1,500 dollars a month at that point. They say that “they don’t make a living off of this”, which 
of course doesn’t preclude that they pocket some of the money. But even if they don’t, there clearly 
is an aspiration to make a career out of it: 


“Supporting us on Patreon not only helps us keep the lights on, and be able to distribute free 
books and zines, but it also helps us be able to compensate our formatters, translators, and 
future authors we work with.” 


The second point we will comment on is the accusation of racism, which Radical Reprints also levies 
at us. Regarding our remarks about the quote of an “indigenous mutual aid fund” listed on their 
website, they say: 


“This was particularly racist” 


This is a transparent attempt to derail the discussion about their practices. The fact that they do not 
spell out what our racism would consist in serves two purposes. On the one hand, everyone enraged 
by our text can thus come up with their own interpretation of its supposed racism. On the other, 
Radical Reprints avoids being pinned down by us. They retain the ability of shifting the goal posts to 
claim that we would misrepresent them. We will bite nevertheless. 


A smart man once said that religion is “the opium of the people”. The same man called the criticism 
of religion “the prerequisite of all criticism”. And he insisted on “ruthless criticism of all that exists”. 


Contrary to the Encyclopedists of the Enlightenment, who saw in religion nothing but priestly deceit, 
the man in question recognised that it sprung from a need induced by rather worldly phenomena. 


The same man also warned against calling religion useful just because it aims at meeting this need: 


“To know what is useful for a dog, one must study dog-nature. This nature itself is not to be 
deduced from the principle of utility. Applying this to man, he that would criticise all human 
acts, movements, relations, etc., by the principle of utility, must first deal with human nature 
in general, and then with human nature as modified in each historical epoch. Bentham makes 
short work of it. With the driest naiveté he takes the modern shopkeeper, especially the 
English shopkeeper, as the normal man. Whatever is useful to this queer normal man, and to 
his world, is absolutely useful. This yard-measure, then, he applies to past, present, and 
future. The Christian religion, e.g., is ‘useful,’ ‘because it forbids in the name of religion the 
same faults that the penal code condemns in the name of the law.’ Artistic criticism is 
‘harmful,’ because it disturbs worthy people in their enjoyment of Martin Tupper, etc. With 
such rubbish has the brave fellow, with his motto, ‘nuila dies sine line!,’ piled up mountains of 
books. Had | the courage of my friend, Heinrich Heine, | should call Mr. Jeremy a genius in the 
way of bourgeois stupidity.” 


In fact, he observed the tendency of capitalist society itself to destroy this “muck of ages” in a slow 
and protracted process, and welcomed it: 


“All that is solid melts into air, all that is holy is profaned, and man is at last compelled to face 
with sober senses his real conditions of life, and his relations with his kind.” 


What we’re saying is nothing else. There is nothing racist in pointing out the absurdity of selling 
communist books to fund quasi-religious spirituality in the face of a pandemic. In fact, is there 
something more powerless than recommending indigenous people, afflicted by illness and death 
through bourgeois rule, to cope with superstition? Communists don’t pander to religious sentiments 
of any kind. They lead the fight against the cursed relations that give rise to them. 


The irony in all this is that the very text whose translation we have criticised applauds the dissolution 
of all “ancient spheres of life” into the single one of capital: 


“The disappearance of the islands of consumption counts as an acquired result, but the 
concentration of production in large company units of associated labour remains capitalist 
until, as the market of consumption is already a single one in capitalist times, the ‘territory of 
production’ of all peoples, or at least of all the most advanced, is a single one too, with 
international plans valid everywhere, for wheat, or for steel, or for oil. 


It remains to relate some stages of this path (which is already happening before our eyes as 
regards the overwhelming of the ancient ‘spheres of life’ in the single mercantile whirlpool 
of the world, and which will be completed when the slave driver characters already defined in 
the capitalist organisation fall) to the fundamental passages of Marx; so that the communist 
organisation for which the proletariat fights and will fight will not be confused with the 
situation of the countries of great monopolist imperialism, or worse, with that of today’s 
Russia and its Eurasian sphere.” 


Did this “racism” go by unnoticed? 


Some wrote that we should have cordial collaboration. We recommend them to read Marx and 
Engels for once. 


